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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 1 3, 1 7 - 20, 35 - 45, 52, 55, 56, 
58, 61 and 62 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 62 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because giving its broadest and 
reasonable interpretation of a claim drawn to a computer-readable storage medium 
typically covers form of non-transitory tangible media and transitory propagating signal 
per se. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 - 3, 5 - 8, 1 2, 1 3, 35 - 39, 41 , 43 - 44, 52, 58 and 62 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parantainen (US 7,447,287 B1) in 
view of Behtash et al. (US 5,745,480). 
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Regarding claim 1 , Parantainen teaches a transceiver subsystem (BS; Fig. 1 , 
element 102); and a processing subsystem (PCU; Fig. 1, element 103) configured to 
receive a request (QoS request) for grant including an identification of a specific service 
class from a mobile station (the PCU 103 receives a request from the MS through the 
BS 102, wherein the QoS request includes QoS parameters) (Col. 4, lines 24 - 30 and 
Col. 5, lines 1 - 7), the specific service class (QoS parameter) being one of a set of 
available-service classes (QoS parameters being one of real-time and non-real time 
applications), each service class corresponding to a particular type of data (real-time 
speech and/or real-time video image, fall into the real-time category; e-mail and SMS 
fall into the non-real time application category) to be transmitted by the mobile station 
(the QoS request including the QoS parameter is transmitted by the MS 101 ; Col. 4, 
lines 24-30). 

However, Parantainen does not specifically disclose to make a determination 
whether or not to issue a grant to the mobile station in response to the request for grant 
to send a grant for the specific service class to the mobile station if a determination is 
made at the base station to issue the grant, and to receive data for the specific service 
class transmitted according to the grant on a reverse link from the mobile station to the 
base station, wherein the base station is a service base station. In an analogous art, 
Behtash teaches to make a determination whether or not to issue a grant to the mobile 
station (user terminal; Fig. 1 , elements 104 - 106) in response to the request for grant 
(user terminal transmits a connection request message) to send a grant for the specific 
service class to the mobile station if a determination is made at the base station (base 
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station; Fig. 1 , element 102) to issue the grant (the base station receives the connection 
request message, that specifies bit rate and a particular QoS parameter, from the user 
terminal and the base station 102 responds with a connection response message 
granting the request), and to receive data for the specific service class transmitted 
according to the grant on a reverse link from the mobile station to the base station, 
wherein the base station is a serving base station (the user terminal accepts the 
connection by transmitting a connection accept message and communicates with the 
base station for the specific service class as indicated in the connection request 
message sent by the user terminal) (Col. 5, lines 57 - 33). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide the technique of Behtash to the system of Parantainen in order to provide a 
flexible multi-rate wireless communications system that supports a plurality of 
distributed user terminals in full-duplex simultaneous communications with a central 
base station. 

Regarding claim 2, Parantainen teaches wherein the processing subsystem 
(PCU 103) is configured to make the determination independently of a base station 
controller (BSC 104) (See Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 3, Parantainen teaches wherein the processing subsystem 
(PCU 103) is configured to make the determination independently of one or more 
additional base stations (BS 102) (QoS request handling is done at the PCU 103 and 
not at the BS 102) (See Fig. 1). 
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Regarding claim 5, Parantainen teaches wherein if the processing subsystem 
(PCU 1 03) determines that the grant should be issued to the mobile station 1 01 , the 
base station 102 is configured to issue the grant (the PCU signals the allocation by 
paging the MS through the BS; Col. 7, lines 1 3 - 25). 

Regarding claim 6, Parantainen teaches wherein the processing subsystem 103 
is configured to identify the mobile station in the grant (the PCU signals the allocation by 
paging the MS through the BS, wherein the paging signal inherently contains the 
recipient identification information) (Col. 7, lines 13-25). 

Regarding claim 7, Parantainen teaches wherein the processing subsystem 103 
is configured to issue the grant as an individual grant (paging signal is directed to MS 
101) (Col. 7, lines 13-25). 

Regarding claim 8, Parantainen teaches wherein the processing subsystem is 
configured to identify the mobile station in the individual grant (paging signal inherently 
identifies the recipient) (Col. 7, lines 13 - 25). 

Regarding claim 12, the combination of Parantainen and Behtash teaches all the 
limitations including a mobile station having a transceiver subsystem (radio TX/RX 402) 
and a processing subsystem (control 405) to generate and transmit QoS request 
including QoS parameters and receiving a paging signal from the PSU indicating to the 
MS through the BS that the request has been allocated (Col. 6, lines 21 - 54). 

Regarding claim 13, Parantainen teaches that the QoS request includes QoS 
parameters (Col. 4, lines 24 - 30 and Col. 5, lines 1 - 7). 
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Regarding claims 35, 58 and 62, the claims are interpreted and rejected for the 
same reason as set forth in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 36, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 37, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 7. 

Regarding claim 38, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 6. 

Regarding claims 39 and 41 , the claims are interpreted and rejected for the same 
reason as set forth in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 43, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 2. 

Regarding claim 44, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 3. 

Regarding claim 52, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 12. 

5. Claims 4 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Parantainen and Behtash as applied above, and further in view of 
Ruutu et al. (US 2003/0123392 A1). 

Regarding claim 4, the combination of Parantainen and Behtash do not 
specifically teach wherein the determination is made at a MAC layer. In an analogous 
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art, Ruutu teaches wherein the determination is made at a MAC layer (MAC layer QoS 
scheduling function; Page 3, Paragraph 0039). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the 
technique of Ruutu to the modified system of Parantainen and Behtash in order to 
provide a method and network node for controlling packet flow in data networks and 
optimizing network throughput. 

Regarding claim 45, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 4. 

6. Claims 9 - 1 1 , 40 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Parantainen and Behtash as applied above and 
further in view of Gopalakrishnan et al. (US 6,836,666 B2). 

Regarding claim 9, the combination of Parantainen and Behtash do not 
specifically disclose issuing the grant as a common grant. In an analogous art, 
Gopalakrishnan teaches that the scheduling algorithm chooses one or more users at a 
time and grants them permission to transmit on the uplink (Col. 7, lines 15-19). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the technique of Gopalakrishnan to the modified system 
of Parantainen and Behtash in order to efficiently utilize the uplink channel while striking 
a balance between minimizing aggregate channel interference and improving user level 
quality of service. 
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Regarding claim 10, the combination of Parantainen, Behtash and 
Gopalakrishnan disclose wherein the processing subsystem is configured to identify in 
the common grant (scheduling grants to one or more users) the specific service class 
(QoS parameter) for which the common grant is issued (Parantainen: Col. 6, lines 21 - 
54 and Gopalakrishnan: Col. 7, lines 15-19). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , the combination of Parantainen, Behtash and 
Gopalakrishnan disclose wherein the processing subsystem is configured to issue at 
least one individual grant (paging signal directed to MS 1 01 ; Parantainen: Col. 7, lines 
13-25) and at least one common grant (scheduling grants to one or more users; 
Gopalakrishnan: Col. 7, lines 15-19). 

Regarding claim 40, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 9. 

Regarding claim 42, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 1 1 . 

7. Claims 1 7 - 20, 49, 50, 55, 56 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over the combination of Parantainen, Behtash as applied above and 
further in view of Kadaba et al. (US 7,158,504 B2). 

Regarding claim 17, the combination of Parantainen and Behtash do not 
specifically disclose wherein the processing subsystem is configured to identify a 
maximum supportable traffic-to-pilot ratio in the request. In an analogous art, Kadaba 
teaches wherein the processing subsystem is configured to identify a maximum 
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supportable traffic-to-pilot ratio in the request (R-PRCH reports the wireless unit pilot 
strength to the base station to enable the base station to calculate the instantaneous 
path loss to the wireless unit (and hence the ability of the mobile to support different 
data rates), thus it is possible to identify a maximum supportable traffic-to-pilot ratio; 
Col. 5, lines 29 - 51). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to provide the technique of Kadaba to the 
modified system of Parantainen and Behtash in order to provide greater flexibility in 
scheduling wireless unit transmission. 

Regarding claim 18, Kadaba teaches wherein the processing subsystem is 
configured to generate feedback while transmitting under the grant, wherein the 
feedback indicates changes in the maximum supportable traffic-to-pilot ratio (wireless 
unit and BS negotiate a maximum data rate for autonomous transmission; Col. 13, lines 
20-42). 

Regarding claim 19, Kadaba teaches wherein the processing subsystem is 
configured to generate one or more additional requests for transmission to the base 
station if no grant is received in response to a previous request for transmission (waiting 
period indication option; Col. 10, line 27 through Col. 11, line 12). 

Regarding claim 20, Kadaba teaches wherein if no grant is received from the 
base station in response to the request for transmission, the processing subsystem is 
configured to autonomously transmit data to the base station (the wireless unit sends R- 
RUCH with zero buffer size (autonomously); Col. 1 1 , lines 1 3 - 23). 
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Regarding claims 49, 55 and 61 , the claims are interpreted and rejected for the 
same reason as set forth in claim 17. 

Regarding claims 50 and 56, the claims are interpreted and rejected for the same 
reason as set forth in claim 18. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Please refer to the previous office action mailed on 1 1/27/2009 for the statement 
of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter for claims 14, 15, 46 - 50, 53, 
54, 59 and 60. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to UN C. CHO whose telephone number is (571 )272-791 9. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00AM - 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on 571-272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 


/UN C. CHO/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2617 


